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Examines recent trends in local exchange competition in the US
telecommunications industry. Shows that the predominant
modes of operation by competitive local exchange cartiers
(CLECs) have been changing over time, These operating modes
also vary substantially in different regions of the country.
Provides a preliminary exploration of the role of potential profit
in explaining the extent of overall CLEC activity. Also considers
the role of prices it explaining variation in CLEC operating mode;
and discuss possible additional determinants of CLEC activity
that merit further investigation.
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1. introduction

Competitors have increased their supply of local
telecommunications exchange services[1]
substantially in the USA during the last several
years, due in large part to the Telecommunications
Act of 1996 (the Act){2]. The Act requires
incumbent local exchange carriers (ILECs) to
make their network services and facilities available
to competitive local exchange carriers (CLECs).
In doing so, the Act enables CLLECs to serve
customers without building their own facilities,
either by reselling ILEC services in their entirety or
by employing components of ILEC networks,
called unbundled network elements (UNEs).
Under resale, a CLEC purchases (at a wholesale
discount) the retail services supplied by an ILEC,
and then re-sells these services to its retail
customers using its own brand name. Under the
UNE approach, a CLEC leases components of an
ILEC’s physical network (e.g. a loop and/or a
switch) in order to deliver retail service to
customers. CLECs may lease all of the UNEs
needed to deliver a service (i.e. use the UNEs as a
platform for delivering services; referred to as the
UNE-Platform, or UNE-P). Alternatively, a
CILEC may lease only selected UNEs, and
combine these UNEs with its own facilities. Under
this approach, a CLEC often combines its own
switches with leased ILEC loops to deliver
switched access service to customers. This
approach is referred to as UNE-Loop, or UNE-L.
CLECs also can, and do, serve customers using
their own facilities exclusively. As a general rule,
CLECs tend to employ their own facilities in

- metropolitan areas to serve large business

customers that demand high-capacity circuits. In
contrast, many CLECs lease circuits from ILECs to
serve mass market (i.e. small business and
residendal) customers in less dense areas. Even in
these mass markets, though, some cornpetitors
employ their own facilities to supply
telecommunications services, including wireline
services, wireless telephony, telephone service
delivered over cable television facilities, and, most
recently, voice telephony provided via Internet
protocol (i.e. voice over Internet protocol or VOIP).
Many policymakers believe that meaningful
product differentiation and innovation in the
telecommunications industry will be more fully
realized when ILLECs and CLECs invest in new
facilities and deploy new technologies[3]. Thus, it

The views expressed in this paper do not necessarily
represent the views of The Branle Group or any of its
clients. The authors are grateful 1o TUBS Warburg for
providing useful data. The authors gratefully
acknowledge the excelient research support provided
by Ian Heavers.
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is important for policymakers to understand the
nature, as well as the extent, of competition in the
local exchange{4], and to identify the primary
determinants of CLEC activity.

In this paper, we review recent trends in the
extent and nature of local exchange competition in
the USA. In addition, we present some preliminary
evidence regarding the relationship between the
nature and extent of industry competition and
regulated prices. The preliminary evidence includes
a statistically significarit association between the
potential profit margins afforded by UNE prices
and aggregate CLEC activity[5]. We also identify a
corresponding association between relative UNE
prices and the mode of CLEC operation.

In Section 2, we review recent aggregate CLEC
activity and explore the components of this activity.
Section 3 examines the extent to which recent
CLEC activity varies across RBOC regions. Section
4 reviews the recent variation in local retail service
prices and UNE prices, and corresponding potential
profit margins, Section 5 presents a preliminary
investigation of the extent to which the observed
variation in CLEC activity might be explained by
variations in profit margins. In Section 6 we
consider the extent to which the nature of CLEC
activity is influenced by relative UNE prices, and in
Section 7 we provide concluding observations.

2. Nation-wide CLEC activity

Figure 1 summarizes CLEC activity in the USA
during the past four years (from the first quarter of
2000 through the last quarter of 2003). The figure
reveals that CLECs served just under 6 percent of
the switched access lines in the USA at the
beginning of 2000. By the end of 2003, the CLEC
share of switched access lines had more than
doubled, to approximately 16 percent[6].

Figure 1 also summarizes the components of
this overall increase in CLEC share of access lines.
‘Three primary trends are apparent. First, the
fraction of CLEC access lines that represent resale
competition has declined substantially over time.
Resold lines accounted for approximately 42
percent of CLEC lines in the first quarter of 2000.
By the fourth quarter of 2003, this number had
declined to about 6 percent. Second, the fraction
of CLEC lines that are UNE-P lines has increased
substantially over time. Whereas only about 11
percent of CLEC access lines were UNE-P lines at
the beginning of 2000, the corresponding fraction
exceeded 55 percent at the end of 2003. Third, the
fracron of CLEC Hnes that are UNE-L lines has
increased slightly over time. UNE-L lines
represented approximately 13 percent of CLEC
access lines at the beginning of 2000, and
approximately 15 percent at the end of 2003.

Volume 6 - Kumber 5 - 2004 - 318-325

Resale and UNE-P are largely similar services.
Both involve essentially the exclusive use of ILEC
facilities to deliver final services to retail customers.
However, the financial returns to the CLEC from
using resale versus UNE-P lines typically differ.
The regulated rates at which CLLECs can purchase
ILEC services for resale pnirposes reflect ILEC
retail rates, reduced by a wholesale discount.
Wholesale discounts are frequently less than the
discount between retail prices and the rates for
UNE-P[7]. In such cases, CLECs can secure higher
profit margins under UNE-P than under resale.
This fact may explain the pronounced reduction in
resale reflected in Figure 1. :

Figure 1 also reveals that the fraction of CLEC
access lines thar représent facilides-based
competition has declined substantially over tme.
Facilities-based lines accounted for approximately
34 percent of total CLEC access lines at the
beginning of 2000. By the end of 2003, facilities-
based lines were estimated to account for only about
24 percent of CLEC access lines[8,9]. Of course, as
noted above, these esimates likely understate the
extent of facilities-based competition, especially with
respect to the large business sector and in urban
areas. Many CLECs have installed fiber-optic

" facilities in metropolitan areas and around corporate

carnpuses to serve large custorners, but are not
required to report these activities to regulators.

3. Differences in CLEC activity across RBOC
territories -

Figure 2 reveals the extent to which the natdonwide
trends depicted in Figure I vary across RBOC
territories. Four primary conclusions are apparent.

First, the CLEC share of switched access lines is
most pronounced and generally increasing most
rapidly in SBC’s operating terrirory. By the end of
2003, the CLECs served more than 20 percent of
the switched access lines in SBC’s operating
territory (or “footprint™). In contrast, CLECs
served approximately 15 percent of the access lines
in BellSouth’s footprint and in Verizon’s footprint,
and approximately 10 percent of the access linesin
the footprint of Qwest.

Second, two of the nationwide trends depicted
in Figure 1 appear in all four RBOC operating
territories. In particular, resale access lines as a
fraction of total access lines have declined
dramatically since the beginning of 2000 in all
territories. Also, CLEC access lines are
predominantly UNE-P lines in all territories.
UNE-P lines have increased more than five-fold
since the beginning of 2000 in all regions other
than the Qwest footprint, with the most
pronounced growth occurring in the $BC and
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Figure 1 CLEC share of local switched access lines in the USA
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CLEC Access Lines As A Percent of Total Access Lines
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BellSouth footprints (more than 2,500 percent and
10,000 percent, respectively).

Third, as a fracton of total CLEC lines, facilitics-
based CLEC lines are most pronounced in the SBC
and BellSouth footprints and least pronounced in
Qwest’s footprint. At the end of 2003, faciliies-based
access lines accounted for 25 percent of CLEC access
lines in SBC’s footprint, 24 percent in BellSouth’s
footprint, 22 percent in Verizon’s footprint, and less
than 20 percent in Qwest’s footprint.

Fourth, the growth in CLEC UNE-L access lines
has been least pronounced in the BellSouth
footprint. Between the first quarter of 2000 and the
last guarter of 2003, CLEC UNE-L access lines
incressed from approximately 0.6 percent to 1.3
percent of total switched access lines in the BellSouth
footprint (approximately a two-fold increase). In the
other RBOC operating territories, the corresponding
increase in the percentage of CLEC UNE-L lines
was more than five-fold, on average. As a fraction of
CLEC access lines in the BellSouth footprint,
TUNE-L lines declined from 11.8 percent at the
beginning of 2000 10 8.8 pefcent at the end of 2003.

4, UNE prices and potential profit margins

The observed variation in CLEC activity across
geographic regions likely is caused by many

factors, including the expected profitability of
CLEC operatons. One sirnple measure of the
potential profitability of CLLEC operations in &
given state is the difference between the price the
RBOC charges for various local exchange services
in a state and the price a CLEC must pay to lease
TNEs to offer those same services in that state,
expressed as a percentage of the UNE price{10].
To construct this measure of potential profitability,
we used the average revenue (per line per month)
in a state, as provided by RBOCs, as a proxy for the
price the RBOC charges for local exchange
service[11,12]. We used the sum of monthly
UNE-P loop, port, and switching rates in a state as
a proxy for the state’s UNE price{13]. In most
instances, UNE-P and UNE-L loop rates are
identcal. However, in recent time periods, the
TUNE-L loop rate has exceeded the UNE-P loop
rate in the nine states in BellSouth’s footprint.
Figure 3 illustrates this simple measure of the
potential profirability of CLEC operations across
RBOC footprints between April 2001 and July
2003[14]. Three aspects of potential profitability
are apparent, First, potential profitabifity has
increased substantially in all RBOC footprints over
dme. Between 2001 and 2003, this measure of
potential profitability increased from
approximately 45 percent to approximately 85
percent, on average. This increase has stemmed
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Figure 2 CLEC share of local switched access lines in RBOC footprints
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almost entirely from reductions in UNE prices; the
average revenue earned by the RBOCs changed
very little during this period{15]. Second, potential
profitability was highest in the SBC footprint and
lowest in the Qwest footprint in 2003. Third,
potential profitability has consistently been lowest
in the Qwest footprint since 2001.

5. The role of prices in explaining
aggregate CLEC activity

The measure of potential proﬁta:bility depicted in
Figure 3 does not capture all relevant determinants
of the profit a CLEC would expect to earn.
Nevertheless, to gain some insight regarding the
determinants of CLEC activity, it is instructive to
consider the extent to which aggregate CLEC
activity is associated with this simpie measure of
potential profitability.

We eriiployed a regression analysis to examine
this association. Specifically, we regressed the

aumber of CLEC switched access lines in a state

[C Lines] (in thousands)[16] on:

*  ouwr proxy for potential profitability (Prof);

* “stare population (Pop {in thousands)}{17];

*  RBOC-gpecific dummy variables (Q, S, and
3[18]; and

+  atime trend variable (7)[19].

State population Is included in the regression as a
proxy for the number of potential customers. The
RBOC dummy variables are included
to control for unmeasured factors that may
vary across RBOC footprints, but not over
time[20]. The time trend variable is included to
control for unmeasured effects that vary over time,
but affect all jurisdictions symmetricalty]21].
The regression results are summarized in
equation (1)[22]. The numbers in parentheses
below the coefficient estimates are ~values.
The t-values indicate that all coefficient
estimates other than that on the SBC dummy
.variable are significant at conventional
confidence levels[23]:
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Figure 3 potential profitability by RBOC footprint
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Equation (1) provides four primary
observations[24]. First, potential profitability is
indeed associated with an increase in CLEC access
lines in a state during our sample period. A one
percentage point increase in our measure of
potential profitability is associated with an increase
of more than 10,000 CLEC switched access lines in
a state, after controlling for time, population, and
regional effects. Second, the number of CLEC lnes
increases almost proportionately with the state
popilation in our sample, suggesting that market
size may be an important consideration for CLECs
in targeting areas of deployment. Third, as Figures 1
and 2 indicate, CLEC access lines increase
significantly during our sample period. Fourth,
after controlling for population and potential
profitability, CLEC activity is more pronounced in

n

the Qwest and Verizon footprints than in the
BellSouth footprint during our sample periodf25].

6. The role of relative UNE prices in
explaining the mode of CLEC activity

As discussed in Section 3, the form of CLEC
activity varies considerably across RBOC
territories. A question of interestis whether this
variation in the form of CLEC activity is
influenced by relative UNE prices. To provide
some preliminary evidence on this matter, we
regressed the ratio of UNE-L to UNE-P CLEC
access lines for an RBOC ([I/P Lines]) on the
corresponding ratio of UNE-L to UNE-P loop
prices in the RBOC footprint ([L/P Prices])[26].
The results of this simple regression, based on 20
observations for the period July 2001 through Fuly
2003, are presented in equation (2):

L/PLines —4.717 — 411 |[L/P Prices]
T (285 (=251
(2)
Equation (2) indicates that a unit increase in the

ratio of UNE-L to UNE-P prices is associated with
a four-fold decrease in the ratio of UNE-L to
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UNE-P CLEC access lines. This estimated
decrease is statistically significant at conventional
significance levels, Taken together, equations (1)
and (2) suggest that UNE prices may influence
both the nature and the extent of CLEC activity in
the US telecommunications industry{27].

7. Conclusions

We have reviewed the patterns of recent CLEC

activity across states and across RBOC operating

territories, and have found that resale competition
has declined substantially while UNE-P
competition has increased considerably in recent
years. We have also presented preliminary
evidence, which suggests that retail prices and

UNE prices (and associated profit marging) may

play a significant role in determining beth the

nature and the extent of CLEC activity in the

USA. telecommunications industry. If this is the

case, then both the retail prices and the UNE

prices that regulators set are important
determinants of industry competition.

Clearly, many factors other than
contemporaneous prices and profit margins might
affect the scale and form of CLEC activity in a
state. These factors include:

+  anticipated general economic activity {e.g.
housing starts, employment, and personal
income);

*  the extent and nature of business actvity;

*  customer satisfaction with the incambent
supplier of local exchange services; and

*  related telecommunications policies and
regulatory orders {concerning, for example,
the availability of UNEs).

Explicit controls for these factors and others will
facilitate 4 more complete assessment of the
determinants of CLEC acrivity[28].

Notes

1 Telecommunications setvices can be divided into three
broad categories: focal wireline service, mobile {or
wireless) service, and tolf wirefine service, in 2001, total
revenues in the US telecommunications industry were
$301.8 billion. Local wireline service revenues accounted
for 42 percent of this amount, while mobile service and
wireline toll service accounted for 25 percent and 33
percent, respectively. Local exchange service accounted
for 57 pexcent of local service revenues (Federaf
Communications Commission, 2003a, Tables 15.1 and
15.2).

2 Pub. I.'no. 104-104, 110 stat. 56 (codified at 47 us.c. §§
151 et seq.). ’
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See, for example, Federal Communications Commission
(2003b}.

While it i an important form of competition, local
exchange competition between wireline-based CLECs and
ILECs is just one piece of the intricate competition puzzle
in the telecommunications industry. Wireless and wireline
providers compete for the loyalty of some customers, for
example {see Rodini et al., 2003). Voice telephone service
pravided via cable is also competing for customers and, in
the near future, VOIP will provide additional competition.
Furthermore, many customers are substituting DSL and
cable modem service for a second access line to thelr
home. i

See Jamison (2003), for example, for an earlier analysis of
the effects of UNE prices on CLEC entry.

These esfimates are based on data from UBS Warburg
(2003} and the Federal Communications Commission
(2003d). UBS Warburg provides quarterly esfimates of
wholesale and retail access lines between the first quarter
of 2000 and the third quarter of 2003 for the four major
RBOCs in the USA {i.e. BellSouth, Quest, SBC, and
Verizon). The 2003 fourth guarter estimate is a predicted
value. These data distinguish among UNE-L, UNE-P, and
resale lines. the Federal Communications Commission
provides estimates of CLEC-owned switched access lines
semi-annually from December 1999 through June 2003.
These estimates may well understate the actual number of
facilities-based end-user switched access fines served by
CLECs, in part because CLECs with fewer than 10,000
access lines are not required to report their activities to the
Federal Communications Commission. The facilities
estimates are voice-grade equivalents used to provide
local voice telephone service (and are reported as such),
not lines used to carry data. Voice telephone service is
defined as local exchange or exchange access services
that allow end-users to originate and/or terminate local
telephone calls on the public switched network.

The wholesale discount is intended to reflect the avoided
costs of certain retailing activities, including marketing,
billing, collection, and other costs that will be avoided by
the LEC (Federal Communications Commission, 1996,

§ 878). UNE prices are intended to reflect the long-run
incremental cost an efficient ILEC would incur to produce
the UNEs (see, for example, Laffont and Tirole, 2002;
Mandy and Sharkey, 2003). Casual observation suggests
the rate for wholesale services (i.e. resale) is roughly 20
percent fess than retail services, (For examiple, the
wholesale discount in New York is 19.1 percent with
telephone company-provided operator services and 21.7
percent without these services.) In contrast, across all
states (excluding Alaska), UNE-P prices averaged about
$18 per line as of July of 2003, while revenue per access
line per month averaged about $34. This $15 difference is
approximately 44 percent of average revenue,

Caution is watranted in interpreting this conclusion,
though. Facilities-based €LEC activity is difficult to
measure accurately, due to a fack of audited data. The
estimated number of facilities-based CLEC access lines
increased from 2.7 million to 6.3 million between the start
of 2000 and the middle of 2003 {Federal Communications
Commission, 2003d, table 3).

UBS Warburg (2003) provides data ON CLEC UNE-F,
UNE-t, and resale lines by RBOC footprint. The estimates
of CLEC facilifies-based access fines in a particular RBOC
footprint that appear in Figure 2 are based on national
CLEC facilities-based lines as reported in Table 3 in
(Federal Communications Commission, 20034} To
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cakculate facilities-based lines, the number of non-facilities
CLEC lines in a RBOC footprint reported by UBS Warburg
{2003} is multiplied by the national average of the rétio of
CLEC facilities-based fines to CLEC non-facilities-Hased
lines. This national average varies over time. Because the
most recent Federal Communications Commission
facilities data are for June 2003, national estimates of
facilities for the last two quarters of 2003 are estimated
using a simple time trend,

The retail price the RBOC charges is likely a reasonable
proxy for the maximum price a CLEC can charge for local
exchange service. The measure of potential profitability
we employ is clearly a simple and crude one. It abstracts
from many costs CLECs face and employs a limited
measure of revenue potential, For example, the potential
profitability measure does not include hot cut costs (i.e.
the cost of physically disconnecting a customer loop from
the ILEC switch and re-wiring it to the CLEC switch). See
Krouse and Park {2003), for example, for an altemative
measure of potential profitability.

These revenue data are based on semi-annual estimates of
average revenue per line {per month) in Table 1! in Gregg
(2003) for the period April 2001 through July 2003. The
July 2002, January 2003, and July 2003 data in Gregg
(2003) are derived from Tabie 16.8 in Federal
Communications Commission (2002d). The January 2002,
July 2001, and April 2001 data In Gregg {2003) are based
on.Table 5 in Federal Communications Commission
{2001b). The average fevenue per line per month reported

' by Gregg (2003) is computed as the ILEC and subscriber

12

line charge revenues per USF loop, bath business and
resfdential. The revenue valugs are end-user interstate and
intrastate revenues.

These average revenue per line per month values have at
least two potential limitations. First, the values are
repotted for only two time periods, 1299 and 2000,
although the cost data are reportad for six time periods
between April 2001 and July 2003, Second, the actual time
period covered by the revenue values lags the cost data.
For example, the revenue values Gregg (2003} reports for
April 2001 through January 2002 reflect 1999 data as
reported by the Federal Communications Commission in
2001, Also, the revenue vaiues reported by Gregyg (2003}
for July 2602 through July 2003 reflect data from 2000
repotted by the Federal Communications Commission in
2002. However, since CLEC activity is unlikely to respond
immediately to changes in potential profit, the lagged
nature of the revenue values may not be problematic, UBS
Warburg (2003, chart 20) reports that average monthly
revenue per voice grade equivalent line decreased
between the first quarter of 2002 and the last quarter of
2003 by approximately $2 for BellSouth and Verizon and
approximately $1 for SBC. Therefore our measure of
potential profitability may overstate actual potential
profitability.

The UNE price data are based on Table 2 in Gregg {2003),
which provides semi-annual data for the period Apri[ 2001
through July 2003, These data pertain to the wire centers
of the major RBOC in each state. to derive a monthly per-
line UNE price, per-minute switching rates are converted
1o dollars assuming 1,000 minutes per fine. In states with
per-call of set-up rates, 100 calls are assumed. In states
with on-peak/off-peak switching rates, originating/
terminating switching rates, or day/eyening/night
switching rates, the 1,000 minutes are allocated across
these categories, See Gregg (2003) for details,
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The potential profitability in 2 RBOC footprint represents a
weighted average of the potential profitability in the
states in the footprint. The weights reflect the proportions
of total access lines in the footprint accounted for by the
individual states in the footprint.

The maximum increase in measured average revenue was
approximately 3 percent in the BellSouth foofprint, For the
other RBOCS, the increase in measured average revenue
was approximately 1 percent.

The CLEC switched access line variable reflects the sami-
annual Federal Communications Commiission data of end-
user switched access lines served by RBOCs and other
reporting local exchange carriers (LECs) for the periods:
December 31, 2000 (Federal Communications
Commission, 2001a); June 30, 2001 (Federal
Communications Commission, 2002a); December 31,
2001 (Federal Communications Commission, 2002b); June
30, 2002 {Fedesal Communications Commission, 2002¢);
December 31, 2002 (Féderal Communications
Commission, 2003c); June 30, 2003 (Federal
Communications Commission, 2003d). These data include
resale, UNE-L, UNE-P, and facilities-based CLEC access
lines. The December 2000 values are nat employed in the
regression, but are used to calculate the weights reflected
in Figure 3,

Population estimates are drawn from (US Census Bureau,
Population Division, 2003). These estimates are reported
for July of each year. Correspanding Jantiaty estimates are
computed as the average of praceding and succeeding July
estimates.

Q denotes Qwest, S denotes SBC, and ¥ denotes Verizon.
BellSouth i the omitted dummy variable in the regression,
so the coefficients on @, 5 and V denote differences in
CLEC activity relative 1o activity in the BellSouth footprint.
the RBOC-specific dummy variable identifies the RBOC
that operates in the state. other LECs also may operate in
the state.

The time trend variable takes on the values 1, 2, 3, 4, and
5, for the time periods: June 30, 2001; December 31, 2001;
June 20, 2002; December 31, 2002; and June 30, 2003,
respectively.

Relevant factors may include corparate philosophy. and
practice or regional political and regutatory factors, for
example.

Relevant factors may include interest rates, capital market
constraints, and federal regulatory policy, for example.
Our sample consists of 250 observations, reflecting activity
in 49 states (not including Alaska) and the district of
Columbia for the five time periods: June 30, 2001:
Dacember 31, 2001; June 30, 2002; December 31, 2002;
and June 30, 2003.

More formally, these estimates differ from zero with at
least a 95 percent probabifity.

The adjusted &2 for the regression in equation {1} is 0.81,
indicating that the regression explains approximately 81
percent of the variation in the data,

Caution s warranted in interpreting this resuft because the
measure of access lines employed in the regression counts
both RBOC access lines and the access lines of other LECs.
Using this measure, CLECs have the smallest fraction of
access lines in the BellSouth footprint and the largest
fraction of access lines in the Verizon footprint. In contrast,
the only ILEC access lines considered in Figure 2 ave RBOC
access Hines, Using this measure, CLECs have the smallest
fraction of access lines in the Qwest footprint and the
fargest fraction of access lines in the SBC footprint,
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26 The costs of providing local telephone service are
predominantly loop costs (Abef and Witkind-Davis, 2000).
UNE-L and UNE-P loop prices in an RBOC footprint are
computed as a weighted average of the carresponding
prices in the states in the footprint. The weights are the
proportions of total access lines in thé footprint accounted
for by the individual states in the footprint. These semi-
annual data cover the period July 1, 2001 through July 1,
2003, and are derived from Tables 1 and 2 in Greog
(2003). The access line data employed in the regression
are drawn from UBS Warburg (2003). Our database

“consists of 20 observations reflecting access fines and
prices for the four major RBOCs for five semi-annual time
periods.

27 Equation (2) should be interpreted with considerable
caution in part because there is litle variation in relative
UNE prices in our data. In addition, the variable reflecting
relative UNE prices is the only explanatoty variable in the
regression and, although it is statistically significant, it is
likely that other variables also influence the ratio of UNE-L
to UNE-P access. lines. Notice that the regression explains
less than 22 percent of the variation in our sample {.e. the
adjusted R* is 0.217). :

28 In a more complete analysis of the determinants of CLEC
activity, the endogeneity of key explanatory variables {e.g.
UNE prices} must be accaunted for explicitly. {See Puso
and Roller (2003), for example, for an. illusation of the
consequences of failing to account fully for the
endogeneity of relevant variables.) A more complete
analysis also should allow for alternative fag structures,
since the mest pronounced effects of regulated prices on
CLEC activity may not arise immediately.
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